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Morally, the unqualified loyalty to the League which was displayed
by the smaller states might have to be discounted by the considera-
tion that, for states of this calibre, the League was the one possible
shield and buckler in an otherwise lawless and violent world where the
puny strength of their own right arms would be powerless to defend
them against the aggression of their great neighbours. Conversely, it
might be no proof that the Great Powers were morally inferior to the
smaller states if the Great Powers' loyalty to the League proved to
be partial and conditional, since the Great Powers, unlike the smaller
countries, did still put some trust in the strength of their own right
arms to defend them against all coiners. Without prejudice to the
question whether this self-confidence, on the part of the Great Powers,
were well founded or not in an age which had seen the German ' strong
man armed' brought low (like so many of his historic predecessors)
by a stronger than he, it might be argued that, so long as this self-
confidence in fact persisted, it was only human for the Great Powers
to look with some indulgence upon the use, by one of their own
number, of military force as an instrument of national policy. More-
over, if a residue of traditional self-confidence inclined the Great
Powers, as a class, to be less sensitive than the small states to the fate
of the general principle that was involved in the local and immediate
Far Eastern issue, there were several of them which found their
general disinclination to take action reinforced by particular feelings
which were the opposite of self-confidence and which rather resembled
those of the young man with great possessions when he flinched from
Christ's challenge because he could not bear to sacrifice the hostages
—Shanghais and Hongkongs and Indo-Chinas—which he had un-
happily given to Fortune. Czechoslovakia, Switzerland, and Spain,
for their part, owed it to Fortune likewise, rather than to any native
virtue, that they happened to find themselves unencumbered with
national possessions in the Far East.1 And, on this showing, it might
be argued that, morally, the peoples and Governments of the Great
Powers and the smaller states were 'much of a muchness'. Indeed,
1 Spain had been fortunate enough to be relieved of her former possession
of the Philippines, thanks to her defeat in the Spanish-American War of 1898.
Switzerland and Czechoslovakia were debarred from joining in the European
competition for overseas possessions through the geographical accident of
possessing no seaboard. In the case of Czechoslovakia, there was another safe-
guard in the lateness of the date at which she had acquired her sovereign inde-
pendence. Even if the authors of the late Peace Settlement had contrived to
confer upon her, as they did confer upon Poland, the doubtful blessing of a
corridor to the sea-coast, this could scarcely have become an avenue to even
a modest overseas empire in an age when tne political apportionment of the
entire overseas world was already a, fait accompli.

